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Dear Sir, 

Appellant's Reply Brief filed September 12, 2011, included several typographical 
and other errors that were inadvertently not corrected prior to submission. This Errata 
Sheet identifies these items. 
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ERRATA SHEET 
APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF 
filed i2-September-20ii 



Errata: 

1. The Table Of Contents contained several errors, and a revised Table of Contents 
is attached to this Errata Sheet: 

a. section III.B.5 of the Arguments section (re Claims dependent on claim 
59) was omitted from the Table of Contents, and the remaining sub- 
sections were misnumbered; 

b. the title for section II. D was incorrect; 

c. various page number references were incorrect and/or missing; 

d. "Claims Appendix" was removed from the Table of Contents since the 
pending claims were not required and not included with the Reply Brief; 

2. The body of the Reply Brief also contained several errors: 

a. page 4, first paragraph: the date should read 12/13/2010, not 2011; 

b. page 6, first paragraph: the reference to section IV should be to the 
Petition for Reinclusion of Claims into Appeal, filed concurrently with the 
Reply Brief; 

c. page 15, the title of section A should be "The Independent Claims" instead 
of "Independent Claims"; 

d. page 20, first paragraph: the reference to section S.46 should be to section 
I; 

e. page 23, second paragraph: the words "Appellant's believe" should be 
replaced with "Appellant believes that"; 

f. page 25, first paragraph, the reference to section S.68 should be to section 
II.B; 

g. in four places identified below, references to section II.C.III should be to 
section II. Chi: 

i. page 28, first line; 
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ii. page 41, last full paragraph; 

iii. page 48, next-to-last full paragraph; and 

iv. page 49, first paragraph; 

h. page 32, first full paragraph: the word "not" should be added before 
"show"; 

i. page 33, last paragraph: the text "appellant notes that the this portion" 
should read "appellant notes that this portion;" 

j. page 37, third paragraph, first line, after "refers" add "to;" and in the 

second line, after "arguments" add "on"; 
k. page 42, first line: "understand" should be "understands"; 
1. page 45, fourth line from the bottom, the phrase "In is unclear how the 

examiner the proposed" should read "It is unclear how the examiner 

believes the proposed;" 
m. page 47, last paragraph: the words "not explicitly" should be replaced by 

"expressly not". 

n. in numerous places, references to subsections of III. A are missing a 
period; e.g., III.A3.b should read III.A.3.b. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: 27 September 2011 By: /Richard A. Nebb/ 

Richard A. Nebb 
Reg. No. 33,540 

Dergosits & Noah llp 

3 Embarcadero Center, Suite 410 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Telephone: 415.705.6377 
Facsimile: 415. 705.6383 
Email: rnebb(5)dergnoah.com 
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